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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is in response to the amendment filed 3/30/2006. Claims 1-4 
continue pending, claims 5-12 have been cancelled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Papageorge (U.S. Patent No. 6,584,445 B2) in view of Perkins et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,724,379). 

A. As per claim 1, Papageorge discloses a method for providing healthcare 
information and treatment options for a previously diagnosed condition of a 
particular healthcare consumer (Papageorge; abstract and col. 7, line 60 to col. 
8, line 4), said method comprising the steps of: 

i. Providing information relating to said condition from at least one 
database (Papageorge; abstract), 

Papageorge fails to expressly teach without involving a medical 
professional; providing to the particular healthcare consumer, 
information relating to said previously diagnosed condition from at 
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least one database said information comprising, with respect to 
treating the previously diagnosed condition in other healthcare 
consumers per se, since it appears that Papageorge is more 
directed to computerized health evaluation system which allows for 
full patient participation in treatment selection and a shared 
decision-making process with physicians in order to choose among 
different costs and post-treatment outcomes (Papageorge; col. 4, 
lines 10-15). However, this feature is well known in the art, as 
evidenced by Perkins et al. 

In particular, Perkins et al. discloses without involving a medical 
professional: providing to the particular healthcare consumer 
information relating to said previously diagnosed condition from at 
least one database said information comprising, with respect to 
treating the previously diagnosed condition in other healthcare 
consumers (Perkins et al.; col. 2, lines 5-15). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the computerized health 
evaluation system with the without involving a medical professional: 
providing to the particular healthcare consumer information relating 
to said previously diagnosed condition from at least one database 
said information comprising, with respect to treating the previously 
diagnosed condition in other healthcare consumers with the 
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motivation of getting more efficient healthcare services when 
comparing heath-care services from different providers (Perkins et 
al.;col. 1, lines 56-58). 

Papageorge also fails to expressly teach providing for each of 
plurality of healthcare providers, a measure of the healthcare 
provider's charges and a measure of the healthcare provider's 
quality per se, since it appears that Papageorge is more directed to 
computerized health evaluation system which certain data is used 
by the system to estimate direct and indirect costs for each 
treatment option (Papageorge; col. 7, lines 34-36 and col. 7, line 60 
to col. 8, line 4). However, this feature is well known in the art, as 
evidenced by Perkins et al. 

In particular, Perkins et al. discloses providing for each of plurality 
of healthcare providers, a measure of the healthcare provider's 
charges and a measure of the healthcare provider's quality (Perkins 
et al.; col. 2, lines 30-36 and col. 2, line 66 to col. 3, line 27). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the computerized health 
evaluation system, which certain data is used by the system to 
estimate direct and indirect costs for each treatment option with 
providing for each of plurality of healthcare providers, a measure of 
the healthcare provider's charges and a measure of the healthcare 
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provider's quality with motivation of ensure that the healthcare 
services being rendered to the patient population are made more 
efficient. 

ii. Papageorge also fails to expressly teach receiving from the 

particular healthcare consumer, a plurality of criteria, related to 
selecting a desired healthcare provider to treat the previously 
diagnosed condition per se, since it appears that Papageorge is 
more directed to computerized health evaluation system which 
patient is asked about his/her functional status and how much it 
may be impaired; whether work, family, lifestyle, and/or future plans 
are affected; and the treatment preferences (Papageorge; abstract 
and col. 6, line 66 to col. 7, line 7). However, this feature is well 
known in the art, as evidenced by Perkins et al. 
In particular, Perkins et al. discloses receiving from the particular 
healthcare consumer a plurality of criteria, related to selecting a 
desired healthcare provider to treat the previously diagnosed 
condition (Perkins et al.; col. 2, lines 5-15). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the computerized health 
evaluation system with the without involving a medical professional; 
providing to the particular healthcare consumer, information relating 
to said previously diagnosed condition from at least one database 
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said information comprising, with respect to treating the previously 
diagnosed condition in other healthcare consumers with the 
motivation of getting more efficient healthcare services when 
comparing heath-care services from different providers (Perkins et 
al.; col. 1, lines 56-58). 

iii. Identifying to the healthcare consumer , treatment options 

(Papageorge; abstract and col. 8, lines 12-21) 

Papageorge fails to expressly teach identifying treatment options 
for said previously diagnosed condition, said treatment options 
comprising a listing of the plurality of healthcare providers ranked 
according to one or more of the prioritized criteria per se, since it 
appears that Papageorge is more directed to computerized health 
evaluation system which allows for full patient participation in 
treatment selection and a shared decision-making process with 
physicians in order to choose among different costs and post- 
treatment outcomes (Papageorge; col. 4, lines 10-15). However, 
this feature is well known in the art, as evidenced by Perkins et al. 
In particular, Perkins et al. discloses identifying treatment options 
for said previously diagnosed condition, said treatment options 
comprising a listing of the plurality of healthcare providers ranked 
according to one or more of the prioritized criteria (Perkins et al.; 
col. 2, lines 5-15 and lines 30-36). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have combined the computerized health 
evaluation system which allows for full patient participation in 
treatment selection and a shared decision-making process with 
physicians in order to choose among different costs and post- 
treatment outcomes with the identifying treatment options for said 
previously diagnosed condition, said treatment options comprising 
a listing of the plurality of healthcare providers ranked according to 
one or more of the prioritized criteria with the motivation of getting 
more efficient healthcare services when comparing heath-care 
services from different providers (Perkins et al.; col. 1, lines 56-58). 

B. As per claim 2, Papageorge discloses the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising the step of correlating the identified treatment options with 
demographic data (Papageorge; col. 7, lines 27-29 and col. 7, line 65 to col. 8, 
line 4). 

C. As per claim 3, Papageorge discloses the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising the step of correlating the identified treatment options with the 
plurality of criteria selected and ranked bv the particular healthcare consumer 
(Papageorge; col. 6, line 66 to col. 7, line 7). 

D. As per claim 4, Papageorge discloses the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising the step of updating said at least one database (Papageorge; col. 7, 
lines 17-19). 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 3/30/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not deemed to be persuasive. Applicant's arguments will be addressed below in the 
order in which they appear. 

5. The 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection of claims 1-4 as being directed to "non-statutory 
subject matter because the claimed invention must be within the technological arts" has 
been withdrawn because of the new rule recently reversed by USPTO. (Board opinion: 
Ex Parte Lundgren, Appeal No. 2003-2088 (BPAI 2005)). Claims 5-12 have been 
cancelled by the Applicant. 

6. In response to Applicant's first argument, the Applicant states that the 
Papageorge reference does not teach " without involving a medical professional: 
providing to the particular healthcare consumer, information relating to said previously 
diagnosed condition from at least one database said information comprising, with 
respect to treating the previously diagnosed condition in other healthcare consumers, 
for each of plurality of healthcare providers, a measure of the healthcare provider's 
charges and a measure of the healthcare provider's gualitv " . The Examiner respectfully 
submits that none of the claims 1-4 had the limitations that have been added to these 
claims before the amendment (those new limitations are underlined), therefore with the 
added limitations, Examiner used another reference with the main reference which she 
used in the first Office Action and using the motivation in the second reference the 
Examiner believes that the combinations of the teachings of Papageorge and Perkins et 
al. have the same limitations as the claimed invention. 
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7. The Applicant states that the Papageorge reference does not teach receiving 
from the particular healthcare consumer, a plurality of criteria, related to selecting a 
desired healthcare provider to treat the previously diagnosed condition . As explained 
above, none of the claims 1-4 had the limitations that have been added to these claims 
before the amendment (those new limitations are underlined), therefore the Examiner 
used another reference with the main reference which she used in the first Office Action 
and using the motivation in the second reference the Examiner believes that the 
combinations of the teachings of Papageorge and Perkins et al. have the same 
limitations as the claimed invention. 

8. Also, the Applicant states that the Papageorge reference does not teach 
identifying to the particular healthcare consumer treatment options for said previously 
diagnosed condition, said treatment options comprising a listing of the plurality of 
healthcare providers ranked according to one or more of the prioritized criteria. The 
Examiner respectfully submits that none of the claims 1-4 had the limitations that have 
been added to these claims before the amendment (those new limitations are 
underlined), therefore with the added limitations, Examiner used another reference with 
the main reference which she used in the first Office Action and using the motivation in 
the second reference the Examiner believes that the combinations of the teachings of 
Papageorge and Perkins et al. have the same limitations as the claimed invention. 

9. De-Bruin Ashton reference is not used in this rejection. 
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Conclusion 



10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

11. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dilek B. Cobanoglu whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8295. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30. 

1 3. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on 571-272-6776. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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14. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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